PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Endor, Inc.
DOCKET NO. : 06-00395.001-F-2
PARCEL NO.: 23-15-17-402-004-0000

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Endor, Inc., the appellant; and the WII| County Board of Review.

The subject property consists of a 17.81-acre vacant parcel
| ocated in Crete Township, WII County.

The appel l ant subm tted evidence to the Property Tax Appeal Board
cl ai m ng overval uation as the basis of the appeal. In support of
this claim the appellant submtted an appraisal of the subject
property with an effective date of March 2007. The apprai ser
used only the sales conparison approach in estimating the
subject's market value at $7,000, or $393.04 per acre. The
apprai ser submitted a grid analysis detailing the subject and
three conparable properties located 1.1 to 1.98 mles from the

subj ect. The appraiser indicated the conparables range in size
fromb5.0 to 10.95 acres and were residential or industrial sites,
whereas the subject was zoned A-1 Agricultural. The conparables

reportedly sold between August and Novenber 2005 for prices
ranging from $95,000 to $275,000 or from $8,676 to $27,500 per

acre. The appraiser nmade significant adjustnents to the
conpar abl es’ sales prices. For exanple, he adjusted them
downward by $90, 000 or $180, 000 because of street access, whereas
the subject has no street access. He also adjusted the

conpar abl es downward by $47,500 to $95,000 because they were
conprised of no wetland areas, whereas he stated the subject is
25% wet | and. The appraiser provided no market data to support
these huge adj ustnents. After adjustnents, the conparables had

adjusted sales prices ranging from $5,000 to $10,000 or from
$395.78 to $2,000 per acre.

In her addendum the appraiser stated the subject is bisected by
a public utility easenent with high tension lines and towers and
that the 25% wetland portion of the subject is "unusable for any

(Continued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds no change in the assessnent of the
property as established by the WIIl GCounty Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 126, 326
IMPR : $ 0
TOTAL: $ 126, 326

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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pur pose. " The appraiser referred to a report prepared by J.F.
New and Associates, Inc., but did not submt the report with the
appr ai sal . The appraiser further stated that the WII County

zoning ordinance for the A-1 classification requires a property
to contain a mnimm of 10 acres and have at |east 300 feet of
road frontage. She stated that because of the utility easenent,
the subject is split into two segnents, neither of which contains
10 acres and that the subject has no road frontage. Finally, the
apprai ser opined that "Wiile property (the subject) could be used
for agricultural purposes, the existence of the wet |and and the
exi sting scrub, trees and vegetation would cause the clearing of
the land necessary for it to be farned to be economcally
unfeasible.” Based on this evidence, the appellant requested the
subject's total assessnent be reduced to $1,763 or $99.00 per
acre.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's total assessnent of $126,326 was
di scl osed. The subject has an estinated nmarket val ue of $379, 243
or $21,294 per acre, as reflected by its assessment and WII
County's 2006 three-year nedi an | evel of assessnents of 33.31%

In support of the subject's assessnent, the board of review
submtted a letter prepared by the township assessor and copies
of Real Estate Transfer Declarations for the three conparables
used in the appellant's appraisal. The letter stated the subject
had a farm and assessnent until 2006, when it was changed "due to
FarmBill 810. When we conforned to the rul e changes due to that
bill, the land did not appear to be farned." The subject was
assessed at $7,093 per acre, based on an estinmated market val ue
of $21,279 per acre, which was the" one-acre honesite value for
farm parcels at that tinme." The letter further stated that the
assessor's office was not informed of any wet |and areas.

The assessor's letter observed that the appellant's appraiser did
not identify the conparables used in the report by parcel
identification nunbers (PINS) or street nunbers. Nevert hel ess,
the assessor estinmated the | ocations and PINS of the conparabl es.
She noted the appellant's conparable 1, which she clains contains
11.00 acres, sold again in Cctober 2006 for $252,853, or $22,987
per acre. The assessor also noted the appellant's conparable 2
sold for $27,500 per acre. Finally, the assessor noted the
appel l ant's conparable 3 sold for $27,500 per acre.

After reviewing the record and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The Property Tax
Appeal Board further finds no reduction in the subject property's
assessnent is warranted. The appellant argued overval uation as a
basis of the appeal. Wen nmarket value is the basis of the
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appeal, the value nust be proved by a preponderance of the
evi dence. National City Bank of Mchigan/lllinois v. I|llinois
Property Tax Appeal Board, 331 Ill.App.3d 1038 (3'% Dist. 2002).

After analyzing the market evidence submtted, the Board finds
the appellant has failed to overcone this burden.

The Property Tax Appeal Board finds the appellant submtted a
farm appeal, requesting the subject's assessnent be reduced to
$1, 763.

The Board finds Section 10-110 of the Property Tax Code provides
as follows:

Farm and. The equalized assessed value of a farm as
defined in Section 1-60 and if used as a farm for the
preceding tw years, except tracts subject to
assessnent under Section 10-45, shall be determ ned as
described in Sections 10-115 through 10-140... (35 ILCS
200/ 10-110)

The Board further finds Section 1-60 of the Property Tax Code
defines "farnl in part as:

Any property used solely for the growi ng and harvesting
of crops; for the feeding, breeding and nanagenent of
livestock; for dairying or for any other agricultural
or horticultural use or conbination thereof; including,
but not Ilimted to hay, grain, fruit, truck or
veget abl e crops, floriculture, mushroom grow ng, plant
or tree nurseries, orchards, forestry, sod farm ng and
greenhouses; the Kkeeping, raising and feeding of
livestock or poultry, including dairying, poultry,
swi ne, sheep, beef <cattle, ponies or horses, fur
farmng, bees, fish and wldlife farmng (35 ILCS
200/ 1- 60) .

The Board finds no evidence in the record that the subject parcel
was farnmed for the assessnent year of 2006, or for 2005 and 2004,
the two years prior to the instant assessnent year, even though
the assessor's letter submtted by the board of review indicates
the subject had been receiving a farnm and assessnent prior to new
changes in 2006 due to inplementation of Bulletin 810 regarding
clarification of various issues related to farm and assessnents.
For these reasons, the Board finds the appellant failed to
support a claim that the subject should be classified and
assessed as farm and.

The Board next finds the market value estinmate in the appellant's

appraisal is unsupported. The Board notes the three conparables
used by the appraiser were residential or industrial properties,
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dissimlar to the subject. The Board also finds the appraiser
made huge adjustments as high as $95,000 and $180,000 to the
conparables' sales prices, such as in conparable 3. Thi s

conparable's raw sale price was adjusted from $275,000 down to
just $5, 000. The Board finds the appraiser also adjusted the
conparables for their lack of wetland when conpared to the
subject by $47,500 or $95, 000. The Board finds that the
conparability of such properties to the subject is severely
conpronm sed when such enornous adjustnments are purportedly needed
to derive a reliable market value estimate for the subject
property. Furthernore, the Board notes the appraiser included no
expl anation as to the source of these adjustnents, nor did she
provi de any evidence fromthe market to justify them For these
reasons, the Board will consider only the conparables' raw sales
prices, not the adjusted sales prices.

The Board finds these raw sales prices ranged from $8,676 to
$27,500 per acre. The subject's estimated market value of
$379, 243 or $21, 294 per acre as reflected by its assessnent falls
within this range. The board of review submtted no additional
conparables in support of the subject's assessnent, but did
clarify the PINS and | ocations of the appellant's conparabl es.

Based on the above analysis, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds
the appell ant has failed to prove overvaluation by a
preponderance of the evidence and the subject's assessnent as
determ ned by the board of review is correct and no reduction is
war r ant ed.
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This is a final admnistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the CGrcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.
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DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[Ilinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: August 14, 2008

D ot

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE

Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:
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"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
complaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnent of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’ s deci sion, appeal the assessnent for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of vyour County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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